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Table 3.3

Court Interpreter Service Days for Fourteen Most Used Languages for California,
Fiscal Years 1994-95 and 1998-99

Fourteen Most Used Languages (Excluding Spanish)

Court Interpreter Service Days for California,

Fiscal Years 1994-95 and 1998-99

I ‘  FY 1994-95 FY 1998-99 Percen
L | Interpreter ' interpreter
Rank FL;nguage - Dr:ys Language Dr:ys Changj
1 Spanish 122,484fSpanish 145,661 18.9%j
2 Vietnamese 6,528|Vietnamese 9,197 40.9%
3 Korean 2,943{Korean 3,716 26.3%)|
4 Cantonese 2,066{Cantonese 3,252 57.4%|
5 Armenian 1,918{Armenian 2,730 42.3%|
6 Farsi 1,766|Cambodian 2,112 48.9%]
7 Laotian 1,595{Mandarin 2,100 91.4%)|
Tagalog 1,495/ Tagalog 1,986 32.8%]
9 Cambodian 1,418Russian 1,956 58.1%)
10 {Russian 1,237|Punjabi 1,492 137.2%)|
11 fMandarin 1,097|Laoctian 1,407 -11.8%]
12 Hmong 1,004§Arabic 1,365 60.4%i
13 Arabic 851jHmong 1,262 25.7%|
14 Punjabi 629Farsi 1,136 -35.7%j
Figure 3.4
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Number of Counties that Provide Interpreter Services by Language

The number of counties providing interpreter services for desi gnated languages ranged
from a low of 25 for Portuguese to a high of 56 for Spanish. The number of counties
providing interpreter services for the selected nondesignated languages in the survey
ranged from a low of 0 for Yemeni to a high of 37 for Punjabi. (See Table 3.5). The
geographic distribution of interpreter services for selected languages by county is

presented in Maps 3.1 through 3.5, and Appendix B Tables B.1 and B.2 contain the same
information in tabular format.

Table 3.4
Number of Counties Providing
Interpreter Services by Designated Languages for California,
Fiscal Year 1998-99

Spanish
Vietnamese
[Cantonese
{Korean
Tagalog
Arabic
Japanese
Portuguese
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Table 3.5
Number of Counties Providing
Interpreter Services by Selected Nondesignated Languages for ‘California,
Fiscal Year 1998-99

# of Counties
Nondesignated Reporting
Language Expenditures
Punjabi 37
Laotian 33
Russian : 31
Mandarin 25{
Cambodian 26
Hmong 26|
Farsi 23]
Armenian 19)
Hindi 19
Thal 16]
French 16}
Urdu 16]
lilocano 14)
German 13}
Mien 13)
Italian 12|
Polish 10}
Indonesian 10}
Czechoslovakian
Taiwanese
Hebrew 7
Ukrainian Cl
Amharic 6
Albanian 5
| Afghani 4
Shanghai 2
Yemeni
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4. REGIONAL INTERPRETER USE

This section explores regional variation in interpreter utilization, as found in the current

survey results. This summary analysis is confined to all the designated and the nine

nondesignated languages with the highest total interpreter day usage in the State. The ten

nondesignated languages included here are Armenian, Cambodian, Mandarin, Russian,

Punjabi, Laotian, Hmong, Farsi, Mien, and Hindi. A complete listing of counties in each of

the four regions, with an accompanying map, is provided in Appendix C.

Expenditures on Designated and Nondestgnated Language Interpretation
For most of the de31gnated languages the region with the greatest percentage of the State’s
usage of interpreter services is the Southern Region (see Tables 4.1 and 4.2 and Flgure 4.1).
The most notable exception is Cantonese, for which 55% of the interpreter days are in the
Bay Region. The Northern and Central Regions do not have more than 9% of the State’s
usage on any designated language with the exception of Portuguese for which 16% of the
days were in the Central Region. The most concentrated designated language was Korean,
for which 90% of the interpreter services were in the Southem region.

Number of Interpreter Service Days for Desngnated Languages by Region,

Table 4.1

Flscal Year 1998—99

Northern

66

117

23

56

503

5 627

43 6| 4,813
Bay 334 1,776 255 300 107| 19,062 798 4,309] 26,941
[Central 120 43 17 35 49| 11,243 37 2531 11,797
Southern 844 1,315 785 3,339 149 110,543 1,096 4,132

Table 4.2
Percentage of Interpreter Service Days for Designated Languages by Region,
Fiscal Year 1998-99

122,203

9%

2%

16%

3%

! The sum of a column’s row umbers max ~~t == *
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Table B.1

Expenditures on Interpretive Services for Designated Languages by County

FY 1998-99
‘Catitonese ‘Jepaness’ i “:Vietnamess |
126,412 3,310 13,650 188,853
[o] 0 ] 0 0 [¢] 0
Q Q 333 0 4,359 0 1,386
180 Q Q Q 47,720 Q 300
0 0 0 Q 2,085 0 0
305 0 0 0 26,195 0 [
2,505 1,692 2,505 880 269,994 3,385 5,010
0 0 0 [o] 3,282 0 0l
105 [4] 105 0 31,984 1,365 0]
2,625 1,785 210 315 598,035 315 11,445/
2001 200 0 0 27.480 200 0|
0 0 0, 0 48,266 o] 4,100
0 0 0 [ 191,615 0 Q
0 0 0 0 14,848 0 0
0 4] 5.582 0 458,529 11,184 11,184
400 0 0 2,470 117,265 1,770 3,108
] Q ] 0 22,350 1,105 4]
0 0 [{] 0 5,319 Q 0l
274,734 141,732 572,109 22,193 16,248,028 157,850 369,405
130 135 150! 250 162,000 0 0
2,303 2,350 570 1,530 136,613 870 9,945
0 [4] Q 0 2,004 Q [o)
0! [ o 0 138,464/ 4] 0
250 112 1,083 2,928 169,666 0 608
0 0 0 0 5,635 0 0|
0 0 0 Q 145 0 0|
2,940 720 4,080 ] 336,947 1,990 8,345
0 108 380 90 144,420 375
0 0 0 0 10,995 0 o
6,146 16,374 101,581 1,430 2,358,304 9,756 313,
450 270 0 630 43,920 90 180}
0 4] Q 0 5,780 0 0|
0 2,392 7.392 1,104 083,232 3.600 14,07‘6!
10,345 3,450 1,840 350 190,390 7,175 82,242}
0 1] 0 ") 45,900 0 195}
5,132 905 11,849 200 1,153,684 1,530 17,744
822 3,722 10,728 4,567 1,237,144 33,873 105,317
171,370 7.071 19,368 6,325 510,232 30,280 64,
1,000 0 260 2,200 287,980 2,480 19,1704
175 105 .0 O 96,323 0 210
32,027 3,615 8,926 2,828 470,321 15,739 N.Gjl
95 800 2,920 960 250,185 3,480 5,480‘
[ 29,738 8.686 2.650 1,008,148 44,018 503,633
Q 1,080 0 81 300! 194,100 1,216 332}
Q 7,560 0 3,850 0 28,880 0 3601
[} 0 0 0 0 0 0 off
0 [¢] [l [¢] 0 10,0001 0 0j
1,745 2,145 300 1,800 Q 85,530 11,115 11.29_3_‘
600 1,405 465 1,560 1,475 233,325 855 8,275
0 [¢] o] 0 3] 153,913 0 0
[} 1,140 0 0 0 47,810 0 180
0 0 0 0 [o] 34,729 0 0|
0 0 0 0 0 1,350! 0 0]
na na [¢] na ne na na na
[Tuolumne Q 0 0 0 0 3,840 [+) o}
Ventura 938 6840 3,116 4,167 540 172,723 4,526 6,600
Yolo 105 1,260 420 1,975 105 149,290 525 8,205!
Yuba 0 90 [+) [1] Q 12,740 [ [}
otai 269,883 855,97 224,884 787,750 60,720 29,582,317 395,187 1,803,464
L?v Counties Reporting]
penditures 27 3t 25 28 24 55 28 33
“na” indicates that the data were not avaiiable
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Table B.2

Expenditures on Interpretive Services for Nondesignated Languages by County

FY 1998-99

UNTY:: an | :Amharic |- Armenian:|;: Cambodian.} Czechosiovakian -} German.
Alameda 210 0 1,365 150 16,800 of  10.930] 1,153 840
Alpine 0l 0 [¢; 0 o) 0 0 0 0
Amador [} 0 0 462 1,023 0 198 0| 0
[Butte 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
liCaiaveras 0 of 0 0 0| 0| 0 0| 0l
fColusa 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

880 0 0 0 880 880 5,010 1,692 0
0 0 0 0 0| 0 0 0| 0
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0|
0 0f 0 22,775 35,385 0 105 315 0|
0 0| 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Humboldt 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0|
Imperial ol 0| 0 0 0 0 250 0 0f
0] 0 0 0 0 0 0 0| 0|
0 0 0 2,796 5,592 0| [ 0 0|
0] 0 0 0 600 0 0 0 0|
0 of 0 0 0| 0 0f 0 0l
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
6,396 2,261 26,235 525,140 195,000 2,999 149,712 29265 11,042
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
0] 0 of 735 105 0f 825 830 0
0 0 0 0 0| 0 0 0 0
0f 0| o 0 0| 0 0l 0 0
of 0 0 434 0 0 0| 0l 0|
0 0 0 0| 0 0f 0] 0| 0
of 0f 0 0| 0| 0 0 0| 0f
0] 0 0l 720 0 0 0 240 0
0| ol of 0 0 0 305 0| 0
0| of 0 0l 0 0 0| 0| 0|
0 11 759 4,286 25,018 1,030{ 17,735 678 911
0 0 [ 180 ol of 630} 0 0
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 820 2,208 0 700 0 552
{iSacramento 0 0 0 23,200 4,780, 350 6,532 460 178
liSan Benito 0 0 0| 0 0 [ 0 0 0
fSan Bernadino 0 270i 0f 1,545 8,210 190 645| 5 870
ISan Diego 0 726 5,975 309 32,125 726] 10,97 1,644 719
San Francisco 0 0 2,325 0l 14,395 630 1,725 2,360 270
San Joaquin 0 0 0 35,150 0 80 80| o]
San Luis Obispo 0l 0] 0l 0 0 0 0 0 [¢]
n Mateo 0| 0 of 105 420, 0 1,460} 0 677
nta Barbara 0 0 0 0 0 0 0| 200} 800)
ISanta Clara 147 nal 1,914} na 15,016 147] 19,138 1,914 294
Santa Cruz 0j ol ol 0 0| 237 0 105 0]
IShasta 0] 0f 0 0 360, 0| 0| 0| 0|
ISierra 0 0 0 0f 0f 0 0f 0l 0
[Siskiyou 0 0 0 0 1,200 0 0 0 0
ESolano 0 0 0 0 300 0l 810 0f 0|
ISonoma 0] of 0 0 1,785 " 1,006 80 0l
[Stanisiaus 0 0| 0 152 14,611 0 1,217 0 490
[Sutter 0 0 o 90} 0l 0 [ 0] 0l
Eghama 0 ) 0f 0| of 0| O] O 0|
rinity 0 0 0 0 0 0 0f 0| 0|
ulare 0 0 0 0 na 0 na 0 0
[Tuolumne 0f Of 0f Q 0 0 Of [s] [¢)
entura 0 0 0l 1,51 270) 0 2,998 569 138
Eolo 0 105 0 525 2,925 0 3,425 0 0l
uba 0 0 0 0 3,140 0 0 0) 0
Total 7,633 3,480 38,573 585,940 417,298 7,189| 236,410( 41,595| 18,678
m:f Counties Reporting 4 5 6 19 25 9 23 16 13
“nu” indicates the language was not used
“na” indicates that the data were not available
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